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study of M.I. Glinka's opera Ivan Susanin by Susan Eggers draws our attention to the complexity of the campaign from the viewpoint of show business. On the one hand, the themes of the opera -the threatening enemy, Russia's superiority, and self-sacrifice -well reflect the Stalinist worldview of the 1930s. But on the other hand, Eggers points out the opera's flexibility of composition as a key factor for its success, especially that the image of the enemy could easily be changed in accordance with the current political situation. Such adaptability may always be an important condition for any play to be a standard number in the repertoire. And it is always crucial to find a patron to stage a lavish opera, not only in Stalin's Russia, and the most powerful patron is usually the state.
In other words, the revision of history in Stalin's Russia is not as extraordinary as it might seem at first glance. What happened was a new phase of nation-building in modern Russia, in which the notion of nation was beginning to develop not only among politicians and intellectuals, but also among the masses.
2 In this volume, the frenzied reaction of the masses to the revision of the tsarist era is analyzed well by Brandenberger using the case of S.M. Eisenstein's Aleksandr Nevskii.
So what was the core problem in this new phase of nation-building? Here we return to Trotsky's declaration on remaking the human being: one of the major challenges for Russian politicians-tsarist, Soviet and contemporaryhas always been how to make ideal citizens in such a backward country as Russia. And it is not so strange for the leaders of the 1930s, seeking a supplement to their own communist heroes and morals as criteria of the ideal citizens, 3 to turn to the figures, literature and history of tsarist Russia. As Dominic Lieven points out, the Russian classics provided "a common and very healthy source of identity and pride." Kevin Platt's analysis of A.N. Tolstoi's many returns to Peter the Great is another case study of a talented artist's independent participation in the creation of the new positive heroes. His approach to Tolstoi's vision of Peter as a single "work in progress" is highly original. This approach allows him to successfully trace the development of Peter's image in Tolstoi's works as a result of the author's independent political and artistic strategy, rather than by dictates from above. One argument of the whole volume which I hesitate to agree with is the russocentric nature of the rehabilitation campaign under Stalin. Was Peter the Great, for example, really so russocentric a figure for the leaders and the people of the 1930s and after? In the film Peter I at least, the hero is not so much a Russian emperor, as a Bolshevik superman who could do everything from constructing ships to commanding the army to finding talented men among the ordinary people. And this image of Peter was historically not so far from the truth. Accordingly, it appears to me that in the 1930s the Bolsheviks had begun to rehabilitate the tsarist past not only because it was effective in mobilization, but also because they became aware of the similarity between the two supraethnic empires. Perhaps we should remember Nicholas Timasheff's comment that nationalism in the USSR after the Second World War was "a kind of corporate nationalism, involving all the groups forming the family of 'the peoples of Russia'. This neonationalism is more akin to the older 'imperial' policy which prevailed in Russia up to 1880 than to the narrower 'nationalistic' policy of the last few decades before the revolution." 6 In any case, the volume is full of stimulating facts and arguments, and it must be considered a milestone in the study of national identity in modern Russia. The historical documents included in the volume with a detailed commentary are very helpful.
